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DETAILED ACTION 



1. Applicant's arguments (see Appellant's brief, page 6, lines 11-14), filed 
01/24/2004, with respect to claim 1 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
finality of the previous Office action, mailed on 04/24/2004, has been withdrawn. 
Applicant's amendment submission filed on 02/07/2003 has been entered. Claims 1-17 
are presented for examination. 



2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Farber et al (Farber), Patent No. 6,185,598, and further in view of Jerger et al. (Jerger), 
Patent No. 6,345,361. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



4. As to claim 1, Farber discloses the invention as claimed, a method of processing 
an Internet site name comprising: 
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retrieving a regular expression stored at a Domain Name Server (col. 7, line 3 - 
col. 8, line 25, Fig. 2); and 

performing a regular expression comparison between a first Internet site name 
and a character pattern at a Domain Name Server (col. 7, line 3 - col. 8, line 25, Fig. 2 
and Fig. 3: the resource identifier (URL) for a given request is looked up in the rule base 
by matching it sequentially with each regular expression). 

However, Farber does not disclose identify an Internet Protocol address for 
multiple similar site names. In the same field of endeavor, Jerger discloses wildcard 
characters may be used to specify multiple domain names (col. 17, lines 50-67). Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Farber and Jerger to include identifying an 
Internet Protocol address for multiple similar site names. Jerger suggests using 
wildcard characters such as "*" or "?" for searching site names. Using these teachings 
combination with the DNS name resolving taught by Farber would result in the invention 
as broadly claimed by resolving regular expression into an IP address. 

5. As to claim 2, Farber and Jerger (Farber-Jerger) disclose transmitting the first 
Internet site name from a first computer system to the Domain Name Server over the 
Internet (Farber, col. 6, line 40 - col. 7, line 26). 
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6. As to claim 3, Farber-Jerger disclose transmitting a responsive message to the 
first computer system if a match is found in the regular expression comparison (Farber, 
col. 6, line 40 -col. 8, line 18). 

7. Claims 9-12 are corresponding apparatus and a set of instruction claims 
containing similar limitations as discussed in the method of claims 1-3; therefore, they 
are rejected under the same rationale. 

8. Claims 4-8 and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Farber and Jerger as applied to claims 1-3, and 9-12 above, and further in view of 
Schneider, Patent No. 6,338,082. 

9. As to claim 4, Farber and Jerger disclose the limitations as described in claims 1- 
3. However, Farber and Jerger do not disclose the regular expression uses a Unix 
regular expression format. In the same field of endeavor, Schneider discloses DNS is 
implemented in a hierarchy of DNS servers (Unix machines running Berkeley Internet 
Name Domain (BIND) software) and an application-layer protocol that allows hosts and 
DNS servers to communicate in order to provide the translation service (col. 3, lines 4- 
38 and col. 9, lines 45-56). Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have incorporated the use of Unix 
regular expression as taught by Schneider into the system comparing between an 
Internet address name and characters at a DNS of Farber and Jerger, thereby resulting 
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in the claimed invention, since Schneider suggests that BIND is integrated into UNIX 
network programs for use in storing and retrieving host names and addresses. 

10. As to claim 5, Farber-Jerger and Schneider (Farber-Jerger-Schneider) disclose 
the regular expression has a format A \d{10}$.X.Y where A \d{10}$ represents a string of 
ten numbers, X represents a sub-level domain and Y represents a top-level domain 
(Jerger, col. 17, lines 12-67: "*" character indicates zero or more characters and "?" 
indicates any single character, ".com" indicates top-level domain, ".microsoft.com" 
indicates sub-level domain or second level domain; Schneider, col. 3, line 66 - col. 4, 
line 12). 

11. As to claim 6, Farber-Jerger-Schneider disclose the regular expression has a 
format A [0-9]+$.X.Y where A [0-9]+$ represents a string of numbers, X represents a sub- 
level domain and Y represents a top-level domain (Jerger, col. 17, lines 12-67: "*" 
character indicates zero or more characters and "?" indicates any single character, 
".com" indicates top-level domain, microsoft.com" indicates sub-level domain or 
second level domain; Schneider, col. 3, line 66 - col. 4, line 12). 

12. As to claim 7, Farber-Jerger-Schneider disclose the regular expression has a 
format A \d{10}$.Z where A \d{10}$ represents a string of ten numbers, and Z represents 
a geographically oriented top-level domain (Jerger, col. 17, lines 12-67: "*" character 
indicates zero or more characters and "?" indicates any single character, ".com" 
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indicates top-level domain, ".microsoft.com" indicates sub-level domain or second level 
domain; Schneider, col. 4, lines 13-30). 

13. As to claim 8, Farber-Jerger-Schneider disclose the regular expression has a 
format A [0-9]+$.Z where A [0-9]+$ represents a string of numbers, and Z represents a 
geographically oriented top-level domain (Jerger, col. 17, lines 12-67: "*" character 
indicates zero or more characters and "?" indicates any single character, ".com" 
indicates top-level domain, ".microsoft.com" indicates sub-level domain or second level 
domain, Schneider, col. 4, lines 13-30). 

14. Claims 13-17 are corresponding a set of instruction claims containing the similar 
limitations as the methods described in claims 4-8; therefore, they are rejected under 
the same rationale. 
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Response to Arguments 



In the remarks, Applicant's argued in substance that 

(A) In discussing the Farber and Schneider references, Applicant is making no 
admission that either reference has a filing date that predates the present invention. 

As to point A, Applicant's present invention 09,457,420 was filed on 12/07/1999 
and there is no priority dates for this application at all. The prior art includes Farber and 
Schneider references. The reference Farber was filed on Feb. 10, 1998, which 
predates the applicant's present invention. The reference Schneider was filed on March 
15, 2000, but its provisional applications, No. 60/157,075 filed on Oct. 1, 1999, No. 
60/130,136 filed on April 20, 1999, No. 60/160,125 filed on Oct. 18, 1999, and No. 
60/125,531 filed on Mar. 22, 1999. and thus they all predates the applicant's present 
invention. Please see MPEP § 1893.03(b) for determining the effective filing date of an 
application. 

(B) Neither Farber nor Schneider references teach or suggest the methods and 
apparatus recited in claims 1, 9, and 20. 



As to point B, Farber teaches retrieving a regular expression stored at a Domain 
Name Server (col. 7, line 3 - col. 8, line 25, Fig. 2: a browser at a client receives a url, 
the browser extracts the host name from the url and uses a domain name server dns to 
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look up the network IP address of the corresponding server, the url for a given request 
is look up in the rule base by matching it sequentially with each regular expression); and 

performing a regular expression comparison between a first Internet site name 
and a character pattern at a Domain Name Server (col. 7, line 3 - col. 8, line 25, Fig. 2 
and Fig. 3: the resource identifier (URL) for a given request is looked up in the rule base 
by matching it sequentially with each regular expression). 

However, Farber does not disclose identify an Internet Protocol address for 
multiple similar site names. In the same field of endeavor, Jerger discloses wildcard 
characters may be used to specify multiple domain names (col. 17, lines 50-67). Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Farber and Jerger to include identifying an 
Internet Protocol address for multiple similar site names. Jerger suggests using 
wildcard characters such as "*" or "?" for searching site names. Using these teachings 
combination with the DNS name resolving taught by Farber would result in the invention 
as broadly claimed by resolving regular expression into an IP address. 

(C) Farber and Schneider, taken singularly or in combination, fail to teach or suggest 
performing regular expression comparison with an Internet site name to identify an IP 
address for multiple similar site names. 

As to point C, applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection as explained here 
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below, necessitated by Applicant's substantial amendment (i.e. performing regular 
expression comparison with an Internet site name to identify an IP address for multiple 
similar site names) to the claims which significantly affected the scope thereof. 

15. Applicant's arguments and amendments filed on 02/07/2003 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed fully persuasive. Applicant's arguments with 
respect to claims 1-17 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) 
of rejection as explained here below, necessitated by Applicant's substantial 
amendment (i.e., performing regular expression comparison with an Internet site name 
to identify an IP address for multiple similar site names) to the claims which significantly 
affected the scope thereof. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chau Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
4639. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 am to 6:00 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Feild, can be reached at (703) 305-9792. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application is assigned 
are as follows: 

(703) 872-9306 (After Final Communications only) 
(703) 872-9306 (Official Communications) 

(703) 746-7240 (for Official Status Inquiries, Draft Communications only) 

Inquiries of a general nature relating to the general status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the 2100 Group receptionist whose telephone number 
is (703) 305-3900. 

Chau Nguyen * 
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